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Responses to Comments from the Jamestown Sanitary District 

8-1. The No-Project Alternative in the draft EIR is based on the assumption that land
application would continue to be regulated in its current form by the RWQCBs through
individual waste discharge requirements or exemptions.  This analysis, therefore, includes
a continuation of EQ waivers and individual WDRs issued by the RWQCBs as allowed
under existing regulations.  A new or separate alternative is not needed to assess the effects
of this no-action situation.

8-2. The referenced portion of the draft EIR is on pages 2-8 through 2-10.  This section
describes the SWRCB’s program objectives, which include providing a streamlined
permitting process for the regulated community.  The EIR contains the program’s
environmental effects; a complete economic evaluation has not been undertaken in this
document because it is not considered a CEQA issue.

8-3. A program EIR is not a “one size fits all” document.  Rather, it is intended to provide a
broad environmental analysis of a large program (in this case, the proposed GO).  An
individual project (in this case, a specific application request) would be reviewed by the
RWQCB with jurisdiction over the application site.  If the project meets all of the proposed
GO’s requirements, the RWQCB could approve the project using the program EIR as
CEQA compliance.  A project that does not meet those requirements or presents
exceptional circumstances may be required to apply for an individual permit and undergo
additional environmental review. 

The commenter also states that adopting the proposed GO would increase apprehension
of biosolids land application.  We disagree; the proposed GO is designed so that the land
application of biosolids can occur in a conservative manner, whether using local biosolids
or biosolids from outside the area.

8-4. This portion of the proposed GO has been re-evaluated and changed.  The text of the
proposed GO, as found in Finding No. 2 of Appendix A, now reads: 

However, public acceptance to it is believed that large scale uses has indicated
the need for require oversight at this time, regardless of the actual threat to
water quality while done when applied at agronomic rates and using best
management practices.  The perception Accordingly, this General Order can be
applied to such sites to ensure that biosolids are being properly used of and not
an activity of unregulated dumping necessitates that t.  This regulatory tool may
be used to regulate material that is land applied . . .

This accurately describes and conveys the concern regarding Class A EQ biosolids.
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8-5. Nothing in this action pre-empts local authority on this issue.  Proactive efforts by
communities to address this issue can only support or supplement adequate oversight.  This
is not a process that forces communities to use or cease using biosolids where the existing
applications are performed in a manner that protects water quality and the environment.
It is acknowledged that regulation and oversight are not equals.  But the proposed GO
process involves regulatory oversight which includes inspections, monitoring, and
interaction with regulatory staff.  Hence, the proposed process involves both regulation and
oversight.

8-6. See Master Response 2.

8-7. Experimental projects, in most cases, will not comply with all conditions of the proposed
GO and must be addressed on a site-specific basis through the application for waste
discharge requirements process or as a formal waiver.  Such projects are not “typical” land
application operations and are therefore unlikely to fall within the scope of the proposed
GO.  Nothing in the process would exclude individual experimental projects from being
permitted using individual waste discharge requirements.

8-8. See Response to Comment 8-7.

8-9. The proposed GO has been modified to include a footnote allowing for a lesser setback if
not opposed by the  adjacent landowners within 500 feet of the operation, and approval of
the Executive Officer.  Also see Master Response 2.

8-10. The setbacks for wells allow for lesser distances provided that adequate conditions are met.
See Response to Comment 8-9 regarding offsite residences.

8-11. The proposed GO’s intent is to provide a consistent statewide framework for approval of
biosolids application projects.  The nine RWQCBs retain decision-making approval over
projects in their jurisdictions regarding their ability to be approved under the proposed GO
or the need to undergo additional review and analysis, possibly including specific waste
discharge requirements.

8-12. Comment noted.  It is the responsibility of the public and the involved government entities
to fully evaluate the effects of local bans on biosolids application.
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